This article argues for a definition of rhetorical argumentation based on the theme of the argumentation, that is, the issue in dispute, rather than its aim (e.g., to "win") or its means (e.g., emotional appeals). It claims that the principal thinkers in the rhetorical tradition, from Aristotle onward, saw rhetoric as practical reasoning, that is, reasoning on action or choice, not on propositions that may be either true or false. Citing several contemporary philosophers, the article argues that this definition highlights certain distinctive properties of rhetorical argumentation that tend to be overlooked or undertheorized in argumentation theory.
introduction
If there is a specifically rhetorical approach to argumentation, I believe it is one that studies argumentation that is specifically rhetorical. So if we want to ask, "What is the rhetorical approach to argumentation?" we should first ask, "What is rhetorical argumentation?"
It is worthwhile focusing on this question because various misleading definitions of rhetorical argumentation have been in circulation for almost as long as rhetoric has existed. Some misleading definitions see the defining property of rhetorical argumentation in the arguer's aim. And that aim, which is often assumed to override all the arguer's other considerations, is strategic: to persuade his hearer(s) by any available means and, if possible, to 1 Similarly, van Eemeren and Houtlosser speak of the need to balance a resolution-minded dialectical objective with "the rhetorical objective of having one's own position accepted" (2000, 295) . This need becomes an "occasion for strategic maneuvering in which the parties seek to meet their dialectical obligations without sacrificing their rhetorical aims" (2000, 295) . In the same vein, the ongoing "revaluation of rhetoric" is explained as "an interest in the use of effective persuasion techniques" (2000, 296) . Other argumentation scholars who are not themselves rhetoricians concur in this aim-based understanding of what rhetoric (or rhetorical argumentation) is: "Rhetoric has been generally understood to be a unilateral process by which a speaker undertakes to persuade an audience," says Scott Jacobs (2000, 261) . Harvey Siegel and John Biro unreflectingly adopt such a definition of a "rhetorical approach" while at the same time denouncing that approach; tellingly, they describe the attempt to win a dispute "irrespective of the rationality of our argumentative exchange" as a "slide into rhetoric" (1997, . Informal logician Ralph Johnson likewise reiterates the view, prevalent among nonrhetoricians, that rhetoric is defined by the aim to be persuasively effective: "What Hamblin has done-perhaps without knowing it-is replace the logical criterion of goodness with the rhetorical criterion of effectiveness " (1990, 285; italics in original) .
Other misleading definitions see the defining property of rhetorical argumentation in the persuasive means employed by the arguer. One kind of means-based definition emphasizes the "addressivity" that permeates rhetorical argumentation, that is, the fact that it is always "in audience" (Tindale 1999 (Tindale , 2004 (Tindale , 2006 . Other examples of the tendency to define rhetoric by the means employed are found, interestingly, in the work of some of those political theorists who have, in recent decades, promoted the concept of deliberative democracy. While this development should certainly appeal to rhetoricians in many respects, deliberative theorists sometimes seem to assume an opposition between deliberation and rhetoric, as in this example: "Face-to-face assemblies cease being deliberative when they become too large, with speech-making replacing conversation and rhetorical appeals replacing reasoned arguments" (Goodin 2005, 83fn9) ; here, the means employed (speech making and appeals that are not "reasoned") seem to define what "rhetoric" is.
A related, means-based definition is assumed by another leading deliberative theorist, John Dryzek: "Rhetoric involves persuasion in the variety of its forms. For Aristotle, those forms were logos, ethos, and pathos: respectively, argument, the virtue of the speaker, and emotion. Rhetoric can also involve vivid metaphors, creative interpretation of evidence, arresting figures of speech, irony, humor, exaggeration, gestures, performance, and dramaturgy, not all of which fit neatly into the Aristotelian categories" (2010, 320) . In Dryzek's recent writings, such as the article just quoted, "rhetoric" thus conceived is nevertheless seen as a necessary element in democracy (not unconditionally, though): "Rhetoric facilitates the making and hearing of representation claims spanning subjects and audiences divided in their commitments and dispositions" (2010, 319) .
I acknowledge that both aim-based and means-based definitions focus on important features of rhetorical argumentation, but my claim is that such definitions do not point to its defining feature or essential predicate (its diaphora, to use Aristotle's term); rather, they point to peculiar properties (idia) of it that follow from its essential predicate, which these definitions tend to overlook.
In what follows, I propose what I think the defining feature of rhetorical argumentation is and what some of the peculiar properties are that follow from it. Rejecting both aim-based and means-based definitions, I argue for a definition of rhetorical argumentation based on its theme. By "theme" I understand the issue in dispute in argumentation-that which the argumentation is "about." "Claim" or "thesis" are other terms used to designate what arguers are arguing about. My reason for not adopting any of these terms is that they tend to take for granted that what argumentation is about is necessarily the truth of a proposition-or, in the term used christian kock 440 by speech act theorists, that it concerns an assertive illocutionary act. It is important for me to emphasize that argumentation is sometimes not about a proposition, assertion, claim, or thesis; in some cases, it is about a proposal to do something, for example, go to war. The term "theme" subsumes both these types of things that may be at issue in a dispute: propositions and proposals. Moreover, for reasons that will become clear, the idea that rhetoric and rhetorical argumentation are legitimate, indeed necessary, practices in society comes much more naturally to theme-based than to aim-based or means-based definitions, both of which tend to foster suspicion against rhetoric as such.
At this point, it might also clarify matters if I insert a few remarks on the relation between the terms "rhetoric" and "rhetorical argumentation." They are not necessarily synonymous; to some rhetorical thinkers (e.g., Chaïm Perelman) they are, but to others, rhetoric is a much broader concept. This is so, for example, for the Enlightenment rhetorician George Campbell, who sees rhetoric as synonymous with "eloquence" and defines it as "that art or talent by which the discourse is adapted to its end" (1987, 1:1) . By this definition, persuasion is one of several ends that rhetorical discourse may serve, and "rhetoric" subsumes "rhetorical argumentation." I myself tend, as a teacher and scholar, to apply the broad, Campbellian conception of what rhetoric is. But even in that conception, the defining and peculiar properties of rhetorical argumentation are basically the same as in the narrower one. In this article, I try to elucidate those properties.
We may distinguish, roughly, between two theme-based definitions: a broader one and a narrower one. The broader one dominates in Chaïm Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca's The New Rhetoric. What this work understands by rhetoric is argumentation about themes in cases in which deductive proof is not possible. As is well known, the book opens with a distinction between "demonstration" and "argumentation" (1969, (13) (14) . Argumentation cannot acquire the "compelling force" of demonstration, and so it seeks instead to gain, in some measure, "the adherence of minds" (1969, 13, 14) . This definition is clearly theme-based. It is also extremely broad, since, as most theorists agree, the only fields of reasoning where the compelling force of deductive demonstration is attainable are those of logic and mathematics.
It is usually assumed that Aristotle proposes a similarly broad definition in the Rhetoric (1357a): "The subjects of our deliberation are such as seem to present us with alternative possibilities" (1995, 2157) . But apart from that, "rhetoric is not bound up with any single definite class of subjects" (1355b) (1995, 2154) . Even so, Aristotle's definition is theme based-combined, we might add, with a genre-and medium-based one insofar as Aristotle sees the three established genres of public speeches in his society (the deliberative, the forensic, and the epideictic) as exhausting the domain of rhetoric.
aristotle's theme-based definition However, a closer look reveals that Aristotle advocates a further limitation of the domain of themes that rhetoric deals with: it ought to deal with themes on which we may deliberate (bouleuein): "The duty of rhetoric is to deal with such matters as we deliberate upon without arts or systems to guide us" (1357a) (1995, 2157) . The importance in Aristotle of the concepts of bouleuein (and its correlates boulē and bouleusis) has often been overlooked by commentators and translators. Many of them, even George Kennedy, translate bouleuein interchangeably as "debate," "discuss," and "deliberate." Yet the term is crucial in Aristotle, in the Rhetoric no less than in the ethical treatises: repeatedly he insists that one can only deliberate (bouleuein) about actions that it is in one's power to decide on and undertake. In the Nicomachean Ethics (1112a), Aristotle states that "about eternal things no one deliberates, e.g. about the universe or the incommensurability of the diagonal and the side of a square. . . . We deliberate about things that are in our power and can be done" (1995, 1756) .
The point in the present context is that Aristotle's theme-based definition of rhetoric is much narrower than usually assumed, and much narrower than, for example, Perelman's: for Aristotle, rhetoric is, it seems, argumentative, public, oral discourse concerning actions that we (i.e., the polity in which the discourse occurs) may decide to undertake. This raises a question about the two genres of speech that Aristotle addresses besides the deliberative: the forensic and the epideictic. There is a tension between what we may call Aristotle's "intensional" definition, which privileges deliberative themes in the strict sense, and his "extensional," genre-based definition.
As a summary answer, I would point out that the forensic genre not only concerns acts in the past, as is often assumed: it also concerns what (legal) action to take in consequence of those acts. As for epideictic, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969, 47ff.) , along with others, have emphasized its social function: to consolidate the shared values to which deliberative rhetoric appeals. Even so, Aristotle's extensional, genre-based definition presents interpretive difficulties when confronted with his intensional, theme-based definition of rhetoric as "such matters christian kock 442 as we deliberate upon," but this should not lead us to pretend that the intensional definition does not exist.
Another question is whether a genre-based definition of rhetoric and rhetorical argumentation is preferable. Recently, J. Anthony Blair (2012) has proposed a view of rhetoric as the theory of arguments in speeches (i.e., with a noninteracting audience), dialectics as the theory of arguments in conversations, and logic as the theory of good reasoning in each. While this genre-based definition also makes important distinctions among types of rhetoric, I would object that it is less fundamental and more difficult to apply in practice than the theme-based definition I have emphasized.
later theme-based definitions
The narrow, theme-based definition of rhetorical argumentation in Aristotle is reaffirmed by a long series of subsequent rhetorical thinkers, who define rhetoric solely or primarily as argumentative discourse in a polity on actions and decisions that are in its power. They do not define it as argumentation on moot themes of any kind (as in the broad theme-based type of definition), nor as argumentation undertaken in order to win or persuade, nor as argumentation that employs a wide range of persuasive means. 2 For example, Cicero's De inventione classifies "oratorical ability as a part of political science" (1.5.6) (1968, 15) , and in the later dialogue De oratore Antonius restricts the sphere of the orator to "the daily intercourse and public life of bodies politic" (1.260) (1967, 191) . All discussants in De oratore link the function of rhetoric to the practical and social sphere: according to Crassus, rhetoric pertains to the "humanum cultum civilem" and to the establishment of "leges iudicia iura" (1.33) (1967, 24) . Quintilian in the Institutio oratoria (2.18.2) leans toward a broader, less theme-bound view, seeing rhetoric more as an educational program, but action is still its main theme: "In the main, rhetoric is concerned with action; for in action it accomplishes that which it is its duty to do" (1969, 347) .
The emphasis on argument about actions and on the civil/civic sphere recurs in definitions of rhetoric throughout the Middle Ages and the Renaissance. For example, to Isidore of Seville (c. 630), rhetoric is "a flow of eloquence on civil questions whose purpose is to persuade men to do what is just and good" (qtd. in Miller, Prosser, and Benson 1973, 80) . Similarly, George of Trebizond's Rhetoricorum libri quinque (c. 1430) asserts the theme-based view: rhetoric is "a science of civic life in which, with the agreement of the audience insofar as possible, we speak on civil questions" (qtd. in Kennedy 1999, 235) . In the age of Enlightenment, Giambattista Vico's Institutiones oratoriae (1711-1741) asserts the thematic, action-centered definition: "The task of rhetoric is to persuade or bend the will of others. The will is the arbiter of what is to be done and what is to be avoided. Therefore, the subject matter of rhetoric is whatever is that which falls under deliberation of whether it is to be done or not to be done" (1996, 9) . And the emphasis is the same in leading contemporary theorists, as the following examples suggest: "A work of rhetoric is pragmatic; it comes into existence for the sake of something beyond itself; it functions ultimately to produce action or change in the world" (Bitzer 1968, 4) ; "Rhetorical communication, at least implicitly and often explicitly, attempts to coordinate social action" (Hauser 2002, 3) .
Even Perelman, whom I have suggested gives voice to the broader theme-based definition, tends to link rhetoric and argumentation specifically to deliberation and action. A near-synonymy between argumentation and deliberation is suggested in the assertion that "the power of deliberation and argumentation is a distinctive sign of a reasonable being" (1969, 1) . The declared aim of The New Rhetoric is to construct "a theory of argumentation that will acknowledge the use of reason in directing our own actions and influencing those of others" (1969, 3) . The view of rhetoric as concerned with action, not just with any moot theme, seems to become clearer in Perelman's later writings, such as the treatise from 1970 whose title in English is The New Rhetoric: A Theory of Practical Reasoning. Here, Perelman wants to elucidate "the actual process of deliberation that leads to decision making in practical fields such as politics, law, and morals"; this he will do by analyzing "political discourse, the reasons given by judges, the reasoning of moralists, the daily discussions carried on in deliberating about making a choice or reaching a decision or nominating a person" (1990, 1083 ). Perelman's whole theory, in this late, condensed statement of it, revolves around action and decision: "Values are appealed to in order to influence our choices of action"; the emphasis is on "the paramount importance of practical reason-that is, of finding good reasons to justify a decision" (1990, 1087, 1099) .
Clearly, then, there is a strong tradition in rhetorical thinking that defines rhetorical argumentation as concerned with actions and decisions. Hence any insight rhetoric might bring to the study of argumentation will probably come in large part from an understanding of this link. christian kock 444 skewed definitions Neglect of this link has long caused philosophers to see rhetoric either as unconscionable flattery without themes of its own (as did Plato, through Socrates, in the Gorgias), as a verbal battery of "perfect cheats," serving to "insinuate wrong ideas, move the passions, and thereby mislead the judgment," as Locke puts it in An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1996, 214) , or as pure strategy, an art of "sich der Schwächen der Menschen zu seinen Absichten zu bedienen," hence "gar keiner Achtung würdig" (Kant 2001, 221) .
Even well-informed philosophers and argumentation theorists in our time who have sought to adopt rhetorical concepts and insights tend to overlook rhetoric's constitutive link with deliberation and action. For example, the pragma-dialectical school, which has, since around 2000, tempered its original hostility to rhetoric by attempting to integrate rhetorical insights, sees the defining property of rhetoric as its strategic aim; significantly, pragma-dialecticians speak of what they see as the rhetorical features of discourse as "strategic maneuvering" (see, e.g., Van Eemeren and Houtlosser 2002, 2003) .
What misleads these thinkers past and present is precisely their tendency to understand rhetoric and rhetorical argumentation as defined by its strategic aim. This, they believe, may lead rhetors to let strategy override truth-or perhaps, in a somewhat less condemnatory attitude, they see rhetoric as defined by its means; its excessive display of linguistic artifice, they believe, means that it has tendency to confuse and seduce audiences as well as speakers themselves.
rhetoric as practical reasoning
This brings us to the key reason why is it misleading to define rhetorical argumentation by its aims or means rather than by its themes.
The themes at the center of rhetorical argumentation (as conceived by its major thinkers and practitioners) are, as we saw, decisions and actionsthe things on which people may truly deliberate, because it is in their power to undertake them. We might also say that rhetorical argumentation, as conceived by rhetoricians, has essentially to do with choice.
Ever since Aristotle it has been a tradition in Western thinking that reasoning and argumentation about choice (also referred to as "practical reasoning") is a different category from reasoning and argumentation about truth (also referred to as "theoretical reasoning" or sometimes as epistemic or alethic reasoning). Applying this distinction, we might say that rhetorical argumentation-in the narrower, theme-based definition of the termis a subcategory of practical reasoning.
So we should not theorize about argumentation as if the theme of all argumentation is whether some proposition is true. In practical reasoning, including rhetorical argumentation, the theme of our reasoning is not a proposition but a proposal to make a deliberate choice-what Aristotle calls a proairesis. This is not a proposition expressing a belief or an opinion. Hence it is not something that can be either true or false. The Eudemian Ethics (1226a) makes that clear:
Choice is not an opinion either, nor, generally, what one thinks; for the object of choice was something in one's power and many things may be thought that are not in our power, e.g. that the diagonal is commensurable. Further, choice is not either true or false [eti ouk esti proairesis alēthēs ē pseudēs]. Nor yet is choice identical with our opinion about matters of practice which are in our own power, as when we think that we ought to do or not to do something. This argument applies to wish as well as to opinion. (1995, 1941) The caution against treating all argumentation as concerning the truth or falsity of something is an appropriate one because many contemporary argumentation scholars, even those who are disposed to integrate insights from rhetoric, theorize as if all argumentation is about the truth of some claim. This is true even among informal logicians, although that school arose from a need to address practical argument. For example, Johnson and Blair, in their landmark textbook of informal logic, Logical Self-Defense, first published in 1977 and most recently reissued in a new edition in 2006, assume this as a matter of course; all the standard examples of argument that they cite at the beginning of the book have as a common defining feature the "attempt to persuade us of something and support a claim by citing reasons intended to support that claim and prove its truth" (1977, 3) . In the most recent edition, they say that all arguments have two things in common, one of which is that "their motivation is doubt about the truth of the claim that occupies the position of conclusion" (2006, 246) . Examples like these from these and other argumentation scholars could be multiplied. The problem they illustrate is not a minor terminological one. Rather, the automatic assumption that all argumentation is (or should be) about the truth 446 of some claim masks some of the peculiarities of rhetorical argumentation and of practical reasoning in general.
Several philosophers since have grappled with the nature of practical reasoning. 3 An important modern thinker who has done it, inspired by Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas, among others, is Anthony Kenny. An early paper by Kenny on this subject opens with the declaration: "It is beyond doubt that in addition to theoretical reasoning there is practical reasoning. We work out, with the aid of logic, not only what is the case but also what we are to do" (1966, 65) . Here and elsewhere, Kenny has shown how practical reasoning begins with a goal or end, that is, a value we consider to be good, which we then look for a means to bring about; if found, that means will also be good. In other words, we look for steps in reasoning that will preserve goodness from the end to the means. In theoretical reasoning, by contrast, we look for steps in reasoning that will preserve truth. For that we need "truth-preserving rules," but in practical reasoning we need "goodness-preserving" rules. These two kinds of rules are different. Aristotle in his Analytics formulated truth-preserving rules for propositions but did not try to formulate goodness-preserving rules for practical reasoning. The reason is that practical reasoning is much more complicated, and so are the goodness-preserving rules that would be required to codify it. Kenny calls the backward logic by which we reason from ends to means a "logic of satisfactoriness," as opposed to a "logic of satisfaction." The former concerns how a satisfactory end or goal transfers its satisfactoriness backward to the choices that will promote it, while the latter concerns the way a proposition's state of satisfaction, that is, of being satisfied, is transferred forward to another proposition.
Practical reasoning would be simpler of we could reduce it to inferences from the truth of certain propositions to the truth of others, but the theme of practical reasoning is not truth. Interpreting Aristotle, Kenny explains that "if the conclusion of a piece of practical reasoning has the imperative form 'Pursue this' or 'Avoid that' it is not something which can itself be straightforwardly described as true or false" (1979, 94) . This echoes Aristotle's own assertion that "choice is not either true or false." And that goes not only for the choice made by an individual as a result of ethical reasoning but also for the choice that an assembly of people may deliberate about.
The understanding that argumentation about what to do belongs to a different category than argumentation about truth is also present in Perelman, particularly in his later writings; he says, for example, that "it is highly unlikely that any reasoning from which we could draw reasons for acting could be conducted under the sign of truth" (1990, 1086). practical reasoning: never formally valid Jürgen Habermas has emphasized a similar insight: there are various domains of argument, and arguing about actions is not like arguing about the truth of propositions; the warrants we appeal to in action-related discussions will not be propositions that we hold to be true but norms of action that we hold to be "right." This rightness, Habermas insists, is a different kind of validity claim (Gültigkeitsbedingung) from truth.
However, Habermas maintains that argumentation in both these domains have the same goal, namely the achievement of consensus: "Die Erzielung, Erhaltung und Erneuerung von Konsens . . . und zwar eines Konsenses, der auf der intersubjektiven Anerkennung kritisierbare Geltungsansprüche beruht" (1981, 1:37) . According to Habermas, communicative rationality will lead disagreeing discussants toward agreement, both in theoretical and in practical reasoning. Famously, Habermas repeatedly invokes the peculiar "zwangloser Zwang" of the better argument (e.g., 1992, 179).
The belief in such a Zwang, a compelling force of argument, leading disagreeing arguers toward consensus, even in practical reasoning, is not shared by the principal thinkers in the rhetorical tradition, from Aristotle to Perelman. A corollary of the nature of practical reasoning, as described by Kenny, is that it does not, in principle, allow for formally valid inference. Kenny notes that practical inferences of the kind cited in various works by Aristotle are all formally invalid. For example, there is one in Movement of Animals (701a) in which the first premise is "I need a covering" and the practical conclusion is "I must make a cloak," but all the premises in this piece of reasoning are indefinite (particular), which, according to the rules stated by Aristotle himself in the Analytics, means that there can be no formally valid inference (Kenny 1966, 66) . This is so because in arguing from an end to a means that will promote that end, we can never, in principle, be certain that only the means we choose would have that effect, and so, even if the end is taken as an imperative that must be promoted, there is no necessary inference to the implementation of any particular means. In the cloak example, for instance, there might be other types of covering one could devise than a cloak, and even if one did decide on a cloak, there might be other ways of acquiring it than by making it. Or making it might not be christian kock 448 an available option or it might be an option involving serious costs in other respects, for example, if available materials (if they existed at all) were scarce and needed for other purposes, and so forth. But the structure of the line of reasoning that begins with "I need a covering," as is easily seen, is analogous to any piece of practical reasoning that we hear in politics or in the public sphere generally: as a polity, we have many issues and problems to attend to, but for none of them does it hold that what to do follows as a formally valid inference from the relevant premises.
Someone skeptical about the difference of kind that I am insisting on between practical and theoretical reasoning might point out that the lack of formal validity in practical reasoning is a property shared with types of theoretical reasoning, such as induction and abduction. In abduction, we reason from an existing state of affairs to the best explanation for it, that is, its most likely cause; in practical reasoning we reason from a desired state of affairs (the promotion of a given end) to the most likely means (or cause) that will promote it. So arguably the difference between practical reasoning and other kinds of reasoning is not as deep as thinkers like Kenny seem to suggest.
Nevertheless, the fact remains that the theme we reason about is choice, not truth. Certainly, there is a similarity between practical and abductive reasoning in one of the premises: this particular means (or cause) is likely to cause (or to have caused) a certain state of affairs, but there is a difference of kind regarding the other necessary premise. In abduction, the existence of a certain state of affairs is a premise; in practical reasoning, the desirability (or, to use one of Kenny's terms, the satisfactoriness) of the envisaged end is a premise. And the conclusions in the two types of reasoning are just as different. In abduction, the conclusion is an explanation that asserts the cause of an existing state of affairs, that is, an antecedent. This explanation may be true or false; we may have no way of ascertaining its truth value, but it does have one. For example, any theory about the true identity of Jack the Ripper is either true or false, despite the fact that we may never know which. In practical reasoning, on the other hand, the conclusion is an action to be undertaken. It makes no sense to say that this action has a truth value. It may be true or false that it will actually promote the ends it was believed to promote, but that belief was a premise, not the conclusion.
A similar argument could be made regarding the difference between practical reasoning and induction. Like abduction, induction proceeds from premises about something that has been found to be the case (a set of observations) to a conclusion that provides a likely explanation of them (a covering general law or regularity). We may never, in principle, be certain about the truth value of that conclusion, but, as in abduction, it does have one.
the legitimacy of strategic aims
The fact that the theme of rhetorical and other practical argumentation is not truth but choice explains why such argumentation is unconcerned with truth and legitimizes that unconcern. Needless to say, however, the unconcern with truth in practical reasoning is not legitimate in regard to premises. A premise used to argue for the invasion of Iraq in 2003 was the claim that Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction. The truth value of that premise was of crucial importance in the debate about the proposed invasion. There were value-oriented premises too, for example, it is right to depose a cruel dictator who tyrannizes his own people, and there were several other premises pro and con. But the invasion itself, which was the theme of the debate and not a premise in it, did not then and does not now have a truth value. The fact that some of the premises in support of the invasion have since then been shown to be untrue weakens the case for it but does not change its truth value-because it has none.
The nonalethic nature of choice and the fact that there is no formally valid inference from the premises to the choice itself explain why two individuals may legitimately hold two opposite views regarding a proposed choice (such as the invasion of Iraq). They may not legitimately pass off untrue premises as if they were true, but they may legitimately, given a certain set of premises, support opposite choices. This again explains why they may both legitimately take a "strategic" attitude: it is legitimate for them both to want to persuade others to adopt their own stance and thereby possibly "win" the debate.
This in principle holds for all contentious "political" themes. Several rules for reasonable and legitimate conduct in argumentation over such themes might be formulated. 4 But among them will never be the rule that arguers may not disagree, and continue to disagree, on a proposed choice. Also, it will never be illegitimate for arguers to argue strategically, that is, in order to have their way. Practical argumentation, including rhetorical argumentation, is strategic. But that is not its defining property; rather, it is strategic because it is nonalethic.
We may pause here to repeat that this understanding of what rhetorical argumentation is serves to acquit rhetoric of any generalized suspicion of christian kock 450 a culpable indifference to the truth. Choice, as Aristotle maintains, is not either true or false. A choice, made or proposed, might be good or bad. But the question of goodness versus badness represents a different dimension than truth does; or rather, it represents several dimensions. We may argue that a choice is morally good, but someone might counter that it is a bad choice in regard to expediency or cost, or that it is unfeasible or risky or even illegal, or that it prevents us from making other even more urgent choices in regard to other issues. This kind of multidimensionality, as I have argued elsewhere (Kock 2003) , is a peculiar feature of practical reasoning vis-à-vis reasoning about truth.
Some thinkers have sought instead to capture the nature of argumentation about choice in the concept of justification, as an alternative to speaking of "proof " and "truth." Chaïm Perelman does this, especially in his later writings. In his 1970 exposé of his thinking on argumentation he makes that clear: "Argumentation concerning decision, choice, and action in general is closely connected with the idea of justification. . . . [ J]ustification never directly concerns a proposition but looks instead to an attitude, a decision, or an action" (1990, 1099).
views from the philosophy of language Several modern language philosophers have developed concepts that may help capture the differences between arguing about truth and about choice. In the philosophy of speech acts, J. L. Austin (1962, 150-63) first distinguished between types of speech acts (or illocutionary acts), and John Searle (1975 Searle ( , 1979 developed the idea and defined five basic classes of speech acts as follows:
If we adopt illocutionary point as the basic notion on which to classify uses of language, then there are a rather limited number of basic things we do with language: we tell people how things are, we try to get them to do things, we commit ourselves to do things, we express our feelings and attitudes and we bring about changes through our utterances. (1979, 29) The terms proposed by Searle for these five basic classes of illocutionary acts are, respectively, assertives, directives, commissives, expressives, and declaratives. The truth/choice difference is related to the difference between assertives on the one hand and directives and commissives on the other. When we argue that something is true (or false), we argue about an assertive theme. When we argue in order to influence other people's choice (as in advertising or in an election campaign), we argue about a directive, and when we argue to influence the collective of which we are members (as in a parliamentary debate), we argue about a commissive.
The essential difference between assertives and directives/commissives has been attributed to a property that Elizabeth Anscombe (1957) has described and that Searle (1975 Searle ( , 1979 Searle ( , 1983 and others have called "direction of fit." Assertives have a word-to-world direction-of-fit; directives and commissives have a world-to-word direction of fit. Lloyd Humberstone (1992) calls the word-to-world direction of fit "thetic" and the world-toword direction of fit "telic." Assertives are thetic; commissives and directives are telic. Thetic speech acts may have a truth value; telic speech acts may not.
multidimensionality and pluralism
Peter Geach is another modern philosopher who has asserted a difference of kind between practical and theoretical reasoning. In the opening pages of his textbook Reason and Argument, he states: "Human thought is both theoretical and practical: we are concerned with both the way things are and with what we ourselves have to do" (1976, 2) . That practical reasoning is concerned with choice, not truth, is formulated by Geach in the following formal terms:
In theoretical reasoning it cannot be equally justifiable to pass from A, B, C, . . . to a conclusion D and to an incompatible conclusion D'. But in practical deliberation D may be a fiat expressing one way of getting our ends, and D' may express another incompatible way: in that case it may be up to us whether from A, B, C, . . . we pass on to accepting D as a guide to action, or rather, of accepting D '. (1976, 98) That is to say, in theoretical reasoning (including abduction), two incompatible conclusions from the same premises cannot both be equally true; although it may be hard in a specific situation to determine which one is more likely, they cannot both be true at the same time, so if two opponents support the two incompatible conclusions D and D', respectively, at least one of them is wrong. In practical reasoning, by contrast, two incompatible actions D and D', which may be undertaken to forward the same set of ends, may constitute a genuine choice that is indeed "up to us."
The characteristic situation in practical reasoning, where the premises include a set of ends that we wish to promote (in Geach's formulation, A, B, C, . . .), is at the root of a further distinctive property of practical reasoning. We have seen that the premises in practical reasoning are not just propositions that lead us to infer further propositions about states of affairs; the premises also include ends from which we reason "backward" to actions that we think will in turn work "forward," promoting those ends (or some of them). But there's the rub. Actions undertaken to promote one end, or some of our ends, may thwart other ends-a result we may not have anticipated. As Geach has it, "If there is one more end to be secured, a fiat stating that a policy fits in with other ends may not be reconcilable with this end" (1976, 96) . That is, we may make a choice that we think will serve certain ends we have in mind, but it may adversely affect an end we did not sufficiently consider at first. For example, we may hurt someone we do not want to hurt. Even if we manage to include all relevant ends in our deliberations from the start, we may realize that if we do D, it is good in regard to A and D, but not so good in regard to C and E. Kenny puts it as follows: "If a proposition is true, then it is not also false; but if a project or proposal or decision is good, that does not exclude its being also, from another point of view, bad. Hence, while truth-preserving rules will exclude falsehood, goodness-preserving rules will not exclude badness" (1979, 146) .
Here, we hit on what is perhaps the most important difference between theoretical and practical reasoning. We might formulate it as follows. Truth is a one-dimensional thing, often even dichotomous; for many propositions it is indeed the case that their truth value is either 1 or 0. Goodness, by contrast, is a multidimensional thing (see Kock 2003 and 2006) . That is why there are no "goodness-preserving" rules that will exclude badness.
The "multidimensionality" of goodness has been recognized by many thinkers, using different terminologies. In our time the term "value pluralism" has gained currency, under the inspiration mainly of Isaiah Berlin (1969; 1991) and with Bernard Williams (1981 ), Martha Nussbaum (1986 , Charles Larmore (1987) , Joseph Raz (1998; and Michael Stocker (2000) among its important modern interpreters, each with a different take.
Significantly, most thinkers in the rhetorical tradition are also "value pluralists": they recognize two or more mutually independent value dimensions that may be invoked-or, in the terminology of Toulmin (1958) , used as "warrants"-in rhetorical argumentation. An early version of the "pluralist" view of rhetorical argumentation appears in the anonymous Rhetoric to Alexander, probably the oldest extant book on rhetoric, once thought to be by Aristotle. It presents the following list of ends or dimensions in deliberative argument (1421b): "He who persuades must show that those things to which he exhorts are just, lawful, expedient, honourable, pleasant, and easy of accomplishment" (1995, 2272) .
Philosophers have debated whether Aristotle himself was a "value pluralist." He does not explicitly endorse pluralism, and, as Larmore (1987) points out, he believes that one ethical value dominates all others: philosophical contemplation (Nicomachean Ethics 1177b). But then again, his ethical theory analyzes several ethical qualities without subsuming them under one. And his famous theory of the mean (to meson) implies that two distinct values, which are not just negations of one another, must be balanced. For example, courage is a mean between bravery, which sets aside fear, and prudence, which seeks self-preservation (1115aff.); both are good per se but potentially contradictory. Likewise, in the opening of the Politics (1253a) he suggests a plurality of (intrinsic) values that humans, unlike animals, recognize: "It is a characteristic of man that he alone has any sense of good and evil, of just and unjust, and the like, and the association of living beings who have this sense makes a family and a state" (1995, 1988) . As humans, we both understand that the beneficial and the just are two mutually independent goals or ends to guide our choices, and so our practical reasoning is pluralistic.
Generally, there is a realization in ancient rhetoric that in practical reasoning several values or ends, belonging to different dimensions, are intertwined. That goes for reasoning in ethics as well as in rhetoric. The anonymous author of the influential Rhetorica ad Herennium gives this account (3.3): "The orator who gives counsel will throughout his speech properly set up Advantage [utilitas] as his aim, so that the complete economy of his entire speech may be directed to it. Advantage in political deliberation has two aspects: Security [tuta] and Honour [honesta]" (1954, 161 ). Both of these are then subdivided, resulting in a multilayered hierarchy of ends.
Cicero, in his early De inventione, explicitly recognizes that deliberative argument has two dimensions, honestas and utilitas. Each of the other two rhetorical genres only has one: aequitas for the forensic genre, honestas for the epideictic. But like the author of the Ad Herennium Cicero subdivides each of these into component parts and introduces further complications in the form of feasibility, ease of accomplishment, 454 necessity, and affectio (meaning a temporary change in the way some specific situation is evaluated) (2.156-76) . Related analyses appear in Cicero's later works. In De oratore Antonius explains how, in deliberative matters, some debaters will emphasize aspects of utilitas, such as peace, wealth, power, or revenue, while others will talk about aspects of honestas, notably immortalis memoria and laus. Whichever of these one prefers, considerations of feasibility and necessity are always paramount 2.334ff.). We might add that Cicero in his own oratory recognized utility and honesty as two separate values that one might have to make a choice between: in the speech for Murena he opted for political utility-as Michael Leff (1998; 2006) has made clear. In the short, technical manual De partitione oratoria a more complex analysis of value dimensions is given, including an the assessment of how important a course of action is (quam sit magnum), which is a salient consideration: the conclusion that a course of action is important may argue for it although it may be hard of accomplishment. Also, Cicero notes that the hearers who are to decide on the issue are of two classes: one prioritizes dignitas in all matters, the other always looks for gain and voluptas (De partitione 83-89).
Quintilian in his discussion of the deliberative genre (3.8) declares his disagreement with those who see utilitas as its sole end. If one criterion were sufficient in deliberation debate, it would be Ciceronian dignitas; however, deliberative audiences will often consist mainly of uneducated people, which implies that we should distinguish between utile and honestum.
In the so-called second sophistic we find, as in the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, an explicit recognition that deliberative rhetoric has several value dimensions, and no attempt is made to make one of them the master dimension or common denominator. The great systematizer of Hellenistic rhetoric, Hermogenes, includes deliberative argumentation in his stasis system under the name "the practical issue" ("stasis pragmatikos"); its "divisions" are "legality; justice; advantage; feasibility; honour; consequence" (qtd. in Heath 1995, 52) .
Just as rhetorical argumentation, given its status as practical reasoning, will include appeals to a plurality of value dimensions, so also will it employ an open set of argumentative means and devices. This too has been a major subject in rhetorical treatises, from antiquity to modern times. The Renaissance thinker Lorenzo Valla, scorning the scholastic quest for formally valid proof in human and theological matters, eloquently suggests the variety of the orator's means in a commentary on the dialectic of Boethius:
What is more inept than arguing the way the philosophers do, where, if one word is wrong, the whole case falls? The orator, on the other hand, uses many reasons of various kinds, he brings in opposites, he cites examples, he compares similar phenomena and forces even the hidden truth to appear. How miserable and inept is the general who lets the entire outcome of the war depend on the life of one single soldier! The fight should be conducted across the whole front, and if one soldier falls, or if one squadron is destroyed, others and still others are at hand. This is what Boethius should have done, but like so many others he was too deep in love with dialectics. (1970, 113) incommensurability Several thinkers in rhetoric and philosophy who recognize the plurality of values in practical reasoning also assert their incommensurability. Indeed, if a plural set of values were not incommensurable, the obvious move would be to find a common denominator and convert reasons invoking different values to the same denomination. But incommensurability in practical reasoning means that there is no objective or philosophical way to compute and balance the pros and cons, the advantages and drawbacks, the costs and the benefits, of a proposed human action. This does not mean that all possible actions are equally good, that there is no point in discussing what to do or in choosing one action over another. It means, rather, that there is no objective method of calculating what to do. In fact, if we had such a method, we would have no choice: our "choices" would be made for us beforehand. The point is that each individual has the right to choose and that no one has the right or the authority to choose on everyone's behalf. Nor is there any way for philosophy to determine in a compelling manner what the right choice is.
Perhaps the most articulate modern analyst of incommensurability is Joseph Raz, who defines it as follows:
Two competing reasons (for specific actions on specific occasions) are incommensurate if and only if it is not true that one defeats christian kock 456 the other, nor that they are of equal strength or stringency. They are incommensurate in strength, that is, reason does not determine which of them should be followed, not even that there is equal reason to follow either. When reasons are incommensurate, they are rendered optional, not because it is equally good (or right or reasonable) to choose the option supported by either reason, but because it is reasonable to choose either option (for both are supported by an undefeated reason) and it is not unreasonable or wrong to refrain from pursuing either option (for both are opposed by an undefeated reason). (2000, Raz sees his stance as "classical," as against a "rationalist" one. The principal difference is that "the rationalist conception regards reasons as requiring action, whereas the classical conception regards reasons as rendering options eligible" (2000, 47) . That is, the rationalist believes that reasons for one action are demonstrably stronger than those for another and hence "require" or "determine" that action. Raz's classicism insists on the particular complexity inherent in practical reasoning, resulting from the simultaneous presence of incommensurate reasons, that is warranted by an irreducible plurality of values.
the role of subjectivity
The last major aspect of practical reasoning I discuss follows from the plurality of incommensurate values in practical reasoning. Clearly there is a need to somehow hold the reasons on the two sides of an issue together, even though they cannot be weighed and balanced in any objective way; that is what deliberation is all about. The moral philosopher Michael Stocker has argued that even in the absence of an obligatory common denominator, people may still "weigh" their choices by applying some constructed, higher-level synthesizing category that allows them to at least compare the rivaling options:
Suppose we are trying to choose between lying on a beach and discussing philosophy-or more particularly, between the pleasure of the former and the gain in understanding from the latter. To compare them we may invoke what might be called a higher-level synthesizing category. So, we may ask which will conduce to a more pleasing day, or to a day that is better spent. Once we have fixed upon the higher synthesizing category, we can often easily ask which option is better in regard to that category and judge which to choose on the basis of that. (1990, 72) Reflection on this or any other everyday example of practical reasoning will reveal the presence of a factor often ignored or hushed up in philosophical accounts: interindividual variance-in other words, subjectivity. Individuals may (and do) understand and rank the values involved in reasoning of this sort differently. Some people ascribe very high value to lying on a beach; others ascribe moderate value to it, others again none at all. The same goes for the discussion of philosophy. And it is not as though the value we ascribe to certain actions can be placed on three separate tiers, as my hypothetical ranking of lying on the beach might suggest; values are ascribed along a continuum. Moreover, the degree of value individuals ascribe to, for example, lying on a beach is changeable along the continuum. One's inclination to do it may weaken or strengthen, either spontaneously or because of weather changes and other factors. For example, it might weaken or strengthen under the influence of what others might say (i.e., what we sometimes call rhetoric). Recall that Thomas Farrell has described rhetoric as the principal art "for giving emphasis and importance to contested matters; in other words, for making things matter" (1998, 1) . In short, the weight of a reason in deliberation is a metaphorical weight that is changeable, individually determined, and relative to other weights. But when we say that one's inclination to lie on a beach changes, we do not necessarily mean that it changes on an absolute scale; we mean, rather, that its relative ranking changes in relation to rivaling action plans, such as discussing philosophy. One thing that might bring such a change would be rhetoric suggesting a "synthesizing category" under which to see the competing plans. For example, the two synthesizing categories suggested by Stocker might both have a certain influence but perhaps in different directions: asking a friend which choice will probably bring him "a more pleasing day" might prompt him to choose the beach; asking how, all things considered, the day would be "better spent" might favor philosophical discussion. But again, that would depend on the individual one was trying to persuade.
What we see here in this micro-example is not only certain general properties of practical reasoning (and hence of rhetorical argumentation), namely, that compelling proof is not available, and that consensus is not to be counted on. We also see that individuals will be differently inclined and differently persuaded in relation to the actions that are being argued about and, moreover, that such differences may be in every sense legitimate and unavoidable.
reasonable disagreement and the burdens of judgment
The political philosopher John Rawls has not only insisted on the legitimacy of unresolvable disagreements but also suggested an explanation for them. He coined the term "reasonable disagreement " (1989; 1993) : individuals may legitimately disagree over some political or ethical issue, and continue to do so, even after a prolonged discussion that follows all precepts of rationality. The explanation for this is what Rawls calls "the burdens of reason" (1989) or "the burdens of judgment " (1993; 1997; 2001) . His list of these "burdens" makes, in summary, the following points (1989, 237; 1993, 54-58; 2001, 35-36) : 1) the evidence may be conflicting and complex and hence hard to assess; 2) we may disagree about the weight of relevant considerations; 3) our concepts are vague and rely on judgment and interpretation; 4) our course of life shapes the way we assess evidence and weigh moral and political values; 5) there are different kinds of normative considerations of different force on both sides of a question; and 6) we face great difficulties in setting priorities.
Arguably some of these points might be collapsed; for example, disagreeing about the weight of relevant considerations and facing great difficulties in setting priorities both seem to refer to a circumstance we have touched on, namely, that people's priorities among incommensurable value considerations (cf. Rawls's point about there being different kinds of normative considerations) might differ in ways they may not be able to change in discussion. But sometimes we may, through talk, modify other people's priorities. The means we apply to achieve that include all the resources of rhetoric-for example, as we have seen, constructing a different synthesizing category under which the action we support will also appear preferable to others.
Rawls, who cites Isaiah Berlin in his statements regarding the difficulties in setting priorities (1989, 237; 1993, 57) , affirms the necessary connection between pluralism and the sources of reasonable disagreement: "The burdens of judgment alone can account for the fact of reasonable pluralism (there are of course other reasons); and since we cannot eliminate these burdens, pluralism is a permanent feature of a free democratic culture" (2001, 36) .
Significantly, Rawls remarks that the first four burdens are "not peculiar to reasoning about values" (1989, 236) , or, as he puts it in the revised version, "not peculiar to the reasonable and the rational in their moral and practical use" (1993, 56) . But the last two, that is, the ones that have to do with incommensurability and priorities, are peculiar to the reasonable and the rational "in their moral and practical use." In other words, they are peculiar to practical reasoning and hence to rhetorical argumentation.
I have tried to show that all the notable and oft-discussed features of rhetorical argumentation are derivable from a view of rhetorical argumentation as defined by a certain type of theme-a view that sees rhetorical argumentation as a subcategory of practical reasoning, in the sense developed by Aristotle and several later thinkers. The principal thinkers in the rhetorical tradition concur in seeing rhetorical argumentation (or even rhetoric as such) as argumentation about what action to take. I have cited a series of philosophers who are of help in formulating what corollaries follow from this definition of rhetorical argumentation. Among those corollaries are the features that have so often been presented, by nonrhetoricians, as defining properties of rhetorical argumentation: that in a certain sense it lacks concern for the truth; that it is undertaken with a strategic aim, that is, with the aim of persuading or "winning" a discussion; and that it employs a wide range of means, devices, and "maneuverings" to achieve this aim.
can nonpractical argumentation be rhetorical?
A question raised by this view is whether rhetorical argumentation is possible when the theme of the argumentation is not a choice but more like a proposition with a claim to truth value. After all, many excellent analyses have been published of rhetorical argumentation in science, philosophy, journalism, and, for that matter, visual communication. The fact that such analyses have brought as many insights as they have seems to argue against a narrow interpretation of rhetorical argumentation as distinctly practical reasoning.
My answer to this question has two parts. First, the distinction between practical and theoretical reasoning has been treated in this article, for the sake of the argument, too much as if it were a contrary opposition or even a dichotomy. The pitfalls of false dichotomization have been discussed by, among others, Trudy Govier (2007) , who cites Hilary Putnam (2002) on the collapse of the fact/value distinction-which is related to the theoretical/ practical distinction that I have been defending. I agree that there is no genuine dichotomy between theoretical and practical reasoning. Nevertheless, there is a difference-a difference that has several implications regarding the nature of rhetorical argumentation. I believe, as I have argued elsewhere (Kock 2011) , that it would be appropriate to define a spectrum of types of themes in argumentation-with genuine practical choices at one end and genuinely assertive (verifiable or falsifiable) propositions at the other end. In between there will other types-some more like a choice, others more like an assertion. For example, a general value judgment is not quite like a choice and not quite like an assertion either. Also, between the two ends of the spectrum would be themes like comprehensive scientific frameworks, for example, for the description of language; the Chomskyan theory of language, known to its adherents as the "standard theory," is such a framework. Only to some extent is it a set of verifiable or falsifiable propositions about the nature of language; it is also something that linguists choose to endorse, similarly to a party or organization or "school" that a person may choose to join for a variety of reasons (for example, they may think that the goings-on there are more interesting than elsewhere).
As this example shows, some types of argumentative themes in scientific discourse may have properties in common with pure practical choices; for example, the writings of Darwin belong to a type of discourse that in the main argues for a set of propositions about the world, but in many ways what these writings argue is also that the reader should adopt a different attitude toward the world. 5 Nevertheless, even though it is more reasonable to speak about a spectrum of theme types rather than about a binary distinction, that does not invalidate the differences I have discussed between theme types at the opposite ends of the spectrum. 6 The other part of my answer as to whether nonpractical reasoning can be rhetorical refers back to my recommendation of theme-based definitions of rhetorical argumentation and my argument against aim-based or meansbased definitions at the outset of this article. There are also, recall, two kinds of theme-based definitions-one kind assigns to rhetorical argumentation a broad domain of themes, the other a narrow domain. I have argued that the principal thinkers in the rhetorical tradition assign to rhetorical argumentation the narrower of these domains: practical reasoning. However, some thinkers, such as Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, tend to assign the broader domain: themes for which deductive demonstration is unavailable. That domain, as is easily seen, includes all sorts of other discourse types besides practical reasoning, for example, scientific discourse (outside mathematics). Since deductive demonstration is unavailable, scientific discourse too will often have features designed to make addressees choose to accept the scientific claims made. For example, the celebrated paper by Watson and Crick announcing their theory of the DNA molecule structure has been analyzed by several rhetoricians, including Michael Halloran (1984) , who hypothesizes that specific features of Watson and Crick's rhetoric helped their theory win quicker collegial acceptance than it might otherwise have done.
for rhetorical argumentation as a category I end by reiterating my main claims: that 1) a rhetorical approach to argumentation may best consist in recognizing a category of argumentation that is rhetorical; 2) that category is best defined with reference to the themes of the argumentation rather than to its aims or means; 3) the narrow understanding of the themes of rhetorical argumentation (i.e., that it is about choice) is the one underwritten by most of the principal thinkers in the rhetorical tradition; and 4) by focusing on this category of argumentation we are made to focus on properties and insights that are easily overlooked, or undertheorized, in approaches that choose to see all argumentation as essentially the same. For example, we understand what there is to say about the aims and means of rhetorical argumentation as corollaries of the defining fact that it is about choice.
Generally, I believe we can best extend our understanding of the nature of rhetorical argumentation if philosophers and rhetoricians acknowledge each other's insights, as I hope to have shown.
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